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- The MAILING DATE of this communication appears on the cover sheet with the correspondence address - 
Period for Reply 

A SHORTENED STATUTORY PERIOD FOR REPLY IS SET TO EXPIRE 3 MONTH(S) FROM 
THE MAILING DATE OF THIS COMMUNICATION. 

- Extensions of time may be available under the provisions of 37 CFR 1 .136(a). In no event, however, may a reply be timely filed 
after SIX (6) MONTHS from the mailing date of this communication. 
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earned patent term adjustment See 37 CFR 1.704(b). 

Status 

1 )^ Responsive to communication(s) filed on 22 October 2002 . 
2a)D This action is FINAL. 2b)^ This action is non-final. 

3) D Since this application is in condition for allowance except for formal matters, prosecution as to the merits is 

closed in accordance with the practice under Ex parte Quayle, 1935 CD. 1 1 , 453 O.G. 213. 
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4) ^ Claim(s) 1-105 is/are pending in the application. 
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5) D Claim(s) is/are allowed. 

6) E3 Claim(s) 1-105 is/are rejected. 

7) Q Claim(s) is/are objected to. 

8) D Claim(s) are subject to restriction and/or election requirement. 

Application Papers 

9) 0 The specification is objected to by the Examiner. 

10)M The drawing(s) filed on 30 November 2001 is/are: a)^ accepted or b)D objected to by the Examiner. 

Applicant may not request that any objection to the drawing(s) be held in abeyance. See 37 CFR 1.85(a). 

Replacement drawing sheet(s) including the correction is required if the drawing(s) is objected to. See 37 CFR 1.121(d). 
1 1 )□ The oath or declaration is objected to by the Examiner. Note the attached Office Action or form PTO-1 52. 
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1 . Claims 1-105 are presented for examination. 

2. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that form the 
basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public use or on 
sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United States. 

3. Claims 1-7, 12-15, 19-21, 23-28, 31-34, 38, 40-47, 52-54, 58-60, 62-69, 74-75, 79, 83-84, 
86-93, 95, and 97-105 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by Kopp et al. 
(Patent No. 5,450,557). 

4. Kopp taught the invention of exemplary claim 1 including a system for configuring and 
operating an adaptive circuit comprising a first executable information module having first 
configuration information, second configuration information, first operand data, and second 
operand data (col. 2, lines 3-18); a plurality of heterogeneous computational elements with at 
least two computational elements with fixed architectures different from each other (col. 2, line 
58 through col. 3, line 3); and an interconnection network coupled to the plurality of 
heterogeneous capable of proving the first operand data to the plurality of heterogeneous 
computational elements for a first functional mode of a plurality of functional modes in response 
to the first configuration information, and the interconnection network further capable of 
reconfiguring and providing the second operand data to the plurality of heterogeneous 
computational elements for a second, different, functional mode in response to the second 
configuration information (col.3, lines 4-68). 

5. As to claims 2 and 3, Kopp taught appropriate first and second executable information 
modules to provide first and second operating modes (col. 3, lines 45-68). 
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6. As to claims 4-6, Kopp taught the first and second configuration information stored in a 
memory coupled to the computational elements and the interconnection network with the stored 
configuration information representing a configuration of the computational elements and the 
configuration information also stored in registers/latches representing computational elements 
(col. 3, lines 45-68). 

7. As to claim 7 Kopp taught the executable information stored in a machine-readable 
medium (col. 3, lines 56-68). 

8. As to claims 12-13, Kopp taught appropriate specific architectures and functional modes 
(col. 4, line 1 through col. 6, line 40). 

9. As to claims 14-15, Kopp taught an appropriate controller consisting of heterogeneous, 
configurable computational elements (col. 4, lines 1-26). 

10. As to claim 19, Kopp taught generating an appropriate request for an appropriate second 
executable information module (col. 3, lines 45-68). 

11. As to claim 20, Kopp taught an appropriate integrated circuit (160). 

12. As to claim 21, Kopp taught appropriate routing (col. 3, lines 4-68}. 

13. As to claim 23, Kopp taught appropriate iteration control (col. 2, lines 66-68). 

14. As to claim 24, Kopp taught reference to previously stored configuration sequences (col. 
2, lines 3-18). 

15. As to claim 25, Kott taught it was possible to operate computational elements in one 
mode while reconfiguring other computational elements for a second functional mode (col. 3, 
lines 27-40). 

16. As to claims 26 and 28, they fail to teach or define over rejected claims 1-7, 12-15, 19- 
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21, and 23-25. 

17. As to claim 27, Kopp inherently taught delaying the data until after the configuration was 
established or his system would not function. 

18. As to claims 31-34, 38, 40-47, 52-54, 58-60, 62-69, 74-75, 79, 83-84, 86-93, 95, and 97- 
105 they fail to teach or define over rejected claims 1-7, 12-15, 19-21, and 23-28. 

19. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

20. This application currently names joint inventors. In considering patentability of the 
claims under 35 U.S.C. 103(a), the examiner presumes that the subject matter of the various 
claims was commonly owned at the time any inventions covered therein were made absent any 
evidence to the contrary. Applicant is advised of the obligation under 37 CFR 1.56 to point out 
the inventor and invention dates of each claim that was not commonly owned at the time a later 
invention was made in order for the examiner to consider the applicability of 35 U.S.C. 103(c) 
and potential 35 U.S.C. 102(e), (f) or (g) prior art under 35 U.S.C. 103(a). 

21. Claims 8-11, 16-18, 22, 29-30, 35-37, 39, 48-51, 55-57, 61, 70-73, 76-78, 80-82, 85, 94, 
and 96 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Kopp et al. (Patent No. 
5,450,557). 

22. Kopp taught the invention of the various independent claims from which the above 
claims depend (see the preceding paragraphs). 
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23. As to claims 8-11, 35-36, 48-51, and 70-73, the examiner takes Official Notice that these 
are merely conventional means in the communications area for transmitting data and 
conventional methods of formatting data for transmission over the transmission means. Kopp 
taught his system performed high-speed computations and repetitive high-speed computations 
well (col. 1, lines 19-27). This is the same type of computation appropriate to communications. 
Kopp would have been motivated to provide these conventional transmission and data formatting 
modes with his system to broaden his market appeal beyond imaging for missile systems. 

24. As to claims 16-18, 55-57, 76-78, and 80-82, the examiner takes Official notice that these 
are merely conventional communications tasks for high-speed processors such as Kopp's 
invention. One of ordinary skill in the art would be motivated to use Kopp's system because it 
performs high-speed computations and repetitive high-speed computations well (col. 1, lines 19- 
27) as is required in the processing environments cited. 

25. As to claims 22, 30, 37, 61, 85, and 96, the examiner takes Official Notice that these are 
merely claims for providing conventional power control for the system which is commonplace in 
communications hardware. Kopp would have been motivated to provide such circuitry in a 
communications system environment since not all his circuitry would be operating in a given 
configuration and controlling the power to the idle circuitry would save power. 

26. As to claims 29 and 94, the examiner takes Official Notice of the fact that self- 
configuring networks in which the configuration data is inserted ahead of the other data and 
thereby configures the network for delivery of the following data is an old an well-known 
technique. The examiner is uncertain as to how applicant's claim language would allow 
applicant's to distinguish over such a well-known method when used by Kopp to configure his 
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connection network. 

27. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to applicant's 
disclosure. 

28. Holtzman et al. (Patent No. 6,760,587) and Walton et al. (Patent No. 6,785,341) both 
assigned to Qualcomm Inc. taught the substance of claims 8-11, 16-18, 22, 30, 35-37, 39, 48-51, 
55-57, 61, 70-73, 76-78, 80-82, 85, and 96 is conventional in the communications art. 

29. DeHon et al. (Patent No. 5,956,5 18). 

30. Harrison et al. (Patent No. 5,963,048). 

31. Wasson (Patent No. 6,433,578). 

32. Wong et al. (Patent No. 6,282,627). 

33. Any inquiry concerning this communication should be directed to William M. Treat at 
telephone number 703 305 9699. After Oct. 12, 2004, the examiner's phone number should be 
changed to (571) 272-4175. The examiner works at home on Wednesdays but may normally be 
reached on Wednesdays by leaving a voice message using his office phone number. The 
examiner also works a flexible schedule but may normally be reached in the afternoon and 
evening on three of the four remaining weekdays. 

34. Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 





